
M A N A G I N G  E X P E C T A T I O N S  

Exhibit 6: Information Provided to the Public 
Metric Description 

Number of victim 
samples received 

Number of samples 
analyzed from victims 

Number of samples 
analyzed from reference 
samples 

Number of victims 
identified 

Number of victims 
identified by DNA only 

Number of remains 
reassociated with 
victims 

The number of human remains samples collected at the incident site and submitted to 
the DNA laboratory in a specified timeframe (e.g., twice daily, daily, weekly). 

The number of human remains samples that have been analyzed. Combined with the 
number of samples received, this metric provides transparency into the laboratory’s 
backlog and shows how well the laboratory is keeping pace with the recovery effort. 
The public should be aware that there are several analytical steps involved in the 
identification of a victim. This metric could be divided into several steps—extraction, 
quantitation (if used), etc.— to highlight the laboratory’s workloads. 

This metric shows that, in addition to often-damaged samples from the disaster site, 
the laboratory has many other samples to analyze before a reliable identification can 
be made. 

The number of victims that have been identified by any modality. 

The number of victims that have been identified exclusively by DNA. 

Eventually, the number of fragmented human remains associated with specific victims 
may become an important metric. Such a metric can be used to estimate the longitudi
nal efficacy of the effort and help determine when the DNA identification effort ends. 

and the number of samples analyzed, the labora
tory director can help convey the complexity and 
time requirements of DNA analysis. Activity 
metrics can demonstrate that the laboratory is 
working hard and that seemingly low numbers of 
identifications may be attributable to factors such 
as the quality of the DNA from the remains or the 
availability of appropriate reference samples. 

The laboratory director should initiate discussions 
with those responsible for disseminating informa
tion on what metrics will be used to describe the 
laboratory’s progress. Without this direction, 
people unfamiliar with forensic DNA identification 
testing will use their own perceptions to measure 
progress and success. This could result in the lab
oratory being unjustly criticized about the speed 
and number of identifications—and this, in turn, 
can create a credibility gap when laboratory direc
tors and their supervisors are asked to explain 
seeming “delays” or “deficiencies” in results and 

reports. Therefore, it is 
incumbent on the laboratory 
director to educate the vari
ous constituencies regarding 
what DNA information can 
and cannot reasonably be 
provided and why. To the 
extent possible, the laborato
ry director also should deter
mine the frequency and 
duration of progress reports. 
Ideally, periodic status 
reports will be automatically 
generated by the Laboratory Information 
Management System (LIMS). 

Although the vast majority of victim identifica
tions will be properly made and reported, a 
prudent laboratory director will be mindful of the 
potential for civil action—over issues such as 
misidentification, release of information, control 

Mass fatality events are all 

about people. If the public 

and the families are not kept 

informed of the identification 

effort, they will lose faith in 

and respect for the agency 

that is performing the work. 
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